an organization (Hackman, 1987) . Team members seek out, share, and collectively understand feedback from other organization members. Team member interaction enables the gathering of more information on team impact from customers than individuals alone could gather (Ancona, 1990) .
Both self-managing teams and empowered teams are autonomous, but the members of the latter also share a sense of doing meaningful work that advances organizational objectives; thus, team empowerment is a much broader construct. Self-management is most analogous to only one of our empowerment dimensions-autonomy-and some scholars have even used "autonomous work teams" as a synonym for self-managing teams (e. The multidimensionality of team empowerment. We have argued that team empowerment consists of four related (but independent) dimensions (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997) . The dimensions are related because they are likely to be mutually reinforcing (Spreitzer, 1995) . For example, if a team's members experience impact (that is, talk to customers about how the team's work affects them), they may find their work more meaningful (Ancona, 1990; Hackman, 1987) . Research on psychological empowerment at the individual level has shown that the four dimensions, although related, are still distinct components of empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995; Tymon, 1988) . Thus, Hypothesis 1. The four dimensions of team empowerment-potency, meaningfulness, autonomy, and impact-are distinct but related.
Antecedents of Team Empowerment
From an extensive review of the work team, empowerment, and group motivation literatures, we theoretically identified job and organizational characteristics that may act as antecedents to team empowerment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997) . Our search yielded antecedents in four thematic areas: external leader behavior, production/service responsibili-1999 ties, team-based human resources policies, and social structure. We believed that most of the job and organizational characteristics identified would likely affect all four dimensions of team empowerment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997) .
External team leader behavior. External team leaders have a supervisory role but are not members of the teams they lead (Manz & Sims, 1987) . When team leaders delegate responsibility, ask for and use employee input, and enhance team members' senses of personal control, the team members are more likely to experience meaning, impact (Hackman, 1987) , and autonomy in their work because they are taking on more responsibility (Susman, 1976; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). When team leaders actually use member ideas, members should become more confident in their abilities, or experience more potency (Guzzo et al., 1993) .
External team leaders who allow teams to set their own performance and output goals create more autonomy experiences (Manz & Sims, 1987) and increase team potency as members decide which goals should be adjusted and how much effort is needed in relation to performance (Guzzo et al., 1993 ). Members will likely find these goals more meaningful because they participate in their creation (Hackman, 1987; Hackman & Oldham, 1980 (Hackman, 1987) . Further discretion exists for teams created within a total quality management (TQM) environment (Lawler et al., 1995) . Teams responsible for quality frequently collect data to measure discrepancies (Ishikawa, 1985) , which can allow teams to make adjustments in their work and lead to more potency experiences (Guzzo et al., 1993) . More control over product or service quality also creates more autonomy (Hackman, 1987; Susman, 1976) . One of the basic tenets of TQM is that employees who have increased responsibility for quality will find their work more personally meaningful (Ishikawa, 1985). Team members constantly update the skills and knowledge necessary to achieve high levels of production/service quality (Lawler et al., 1995) , and their doing so should affect all four dimensions of empowerment (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) .
Related to quality and learning is a team's level of customer contact (Ancona, 1990 Guzzo et al., 1993) , and a higher chance that team members will have a significant impact on their organization (Manz & Sims, 1993) .
In addition to cross-training, team members might also train other team members or assist in their selection, performance evaluation, discipline, and dismissal (Gibson & Kirkman, 1999 With increased legitimacy and participation in networks comes a higher degree of access to strategic organizational information, which in turn can help team members determine their particular impact on overall organizational performance (Spreitzer, 1996), enable team members to experience higher levels of potency (Guzzo et al., 1993) , and enhance the meaningfulness of team tasks (Hackman, 1987). Similarly, access to important resources-from other teams or departments or even from outside an organization-will likely enhance the experience of empowerment (Spreitzer, 1996 Classified as input-process-output models, these models separate objective job characteristics from both effectiveness and internal responses to these characteristics. All these models include a three-stage process in which organizational leaders take action in stage one (inputs), those actions affect employee experiences in stage two (process), and important outcomes result from positive employee orientations toward work in stage three (outputs). Like our model of team empowerment, these models imply that employee experiences in stage two will mediate managerial actions taken in stage one and outcomes realized in stage three. For example, Guzzo and colleagues (1991) found that potency mediated the relationships between both team composition and team effectiveness and goal setting and team effectiveness. Consequently, Hypothesis 12. Team empowerment will mediate the relationships between job and organizational characteristics (external leader behaviors, production/service responsibilities, teambased human resources policies, and social structure) and team effectiveness outcomes (productivity, proactivity, customer service, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and team commitment).
METHODS

Sample
We used a field study to test the multidimensionality of team empowerment, the relationships between team empowerment and its antecedents and outcomes, and the mediational role of team empowerment. We conducted the study in four organizations (two Fortune 50 organizations and two smaller companies) that had formally implemented work teams. The companies, all of which were located in the southeastern and southwestern United States, included two textile manufacturers, a high-technology manufacturer, and an insurance company. Response rates, age ranges, race, sex, education levels, organizational tenure, team size, and team tenure are shown in Table 1 for team members and team leaders overall and for each organization separately. Table 1 also shows significant differences between organizations. We measured the antecedents of team empowerment (job and organizational characteristics) by surveying external team leaders in order to avoid the same-source bias that would have been present if we had used team member data (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) . We also obtained measures of the performance outcomes (productivity, proactivity, and customer service) from external team leaders. Purely objective performance data were not used because most of the teams in the study were assessed by their organizations with their own measurement systems, so comparability within and across organizations was limited (Spreitzer, 1995 (Spreitzer, , 1996 Spreitzer et al., 1997) . However, in a cover letter accompanying the survey we instructed the team leaders to review performance data to help ensure that objective data were considered in their ratings.
Level-of-Analysis Issues
We obtained data on the attitudinal outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and team commitment) by aggregating team member data. Researchers typically use self-report measures of satisfaction and commitment for direct measures of these internal states (Markoczy, 1997). We used different sources and measurement methods to minimize common method variance (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986 ). Consequently, our study design followed a two-source (external team leaders and team members), three-method (external team leader ratings, team member consensus interviews, and team member aggregated ratings) strategy. We tested for the efficacy of the aggregation of individual-level data to the team level in two ways: (1) we ran an analysis of variance to ensure that the variance between teams was greater than the variance within teams (this was positively confirmed for each variable) and (2) we used the interrater agreement procedure to assess the reliability of each aggregated variable for each team (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984, 1993). We report the interrater agreement results for the three aggregated variables in Table 2 , which appears in our Results section, in a column headed "rwg." 
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Measures
All of the items described below were measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale, with 1 for "strongly disagree" and 7 for "strongly agree." Antecedents of team empowerment. The items making up the antecedents were based on our literature review (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997). The external leader behavior group construct was measured with a 14-item scale. Examples of the items include the extent to which a team leader agreed or disagreed that he or she gave a team many responsibilities, asked the team for advice when making decisions, controlled much of the activity of the team (reverse-coded), allowed the team to set its own goals, stayed out of the way when the team worked on its performance problems, told the team to expect a lot from itself, and trusted the team.
The production/service responsibilities group construct was measured with a 12-item scale. Examples include the extent to which a team leader agreed or disagreed that the team he or she led set its own goals, had the responsibility to decide production/service scheduling, and had the responsibility for measuring the quality of its products.
Team-based human resources policies (a group construct) was measured with a 9-item scale. Examples include the extent to which a team leader agreed or disagreed that the team he or she led decided who could be a member, was rewarded as a group, was cross-trained to do different jobs, and formally evaluated the performance of its own members.
The social structure group construct was measured with an 11-item scale. Examples include the extent to which a team leader agreed or disagreed that the team he or she led had access to other teams' resources, got support from other groups in the company when it needed it, had access to important information, depended on other teams for resources or information, and had the responsibility to make its own rules. Team impact was assessed with Thomas and Tymon's (1993) 6-item individual-level measure adapted to the team level. The items assessed the extent to which team members agreed or disagreed that their team made progress on its projects, had a positive impact on other employees, had a positive impact on company customers, accomplished its objectives, performed tasks that mattered to its company, and made a difference in the organization.
Outcomes of team empowerment. Team-level productivity was assessed with a 6-item measure developed specifically for this study and administered to external team leaders. The items represented a synthesis of the key performance indicators of each of the participating organizations. Examples include the extent to which respondents agreed or disagreed that their team met or exceeded its goals and completed its tasks on time.
Team-level proactivity was assessed with a 7-item adaptation of Bateman and Grant's (1993) measure of individual proactivity administered to external team leaders. Examples include the extent to which respondents agreed or disagreed that their team could fix things it did not like and was always looking for better ways to do something.
Team-level customer service was assessed with a 5-item scale developed specifically for this study and administered to external team leaders. The items represented a synthesis of the key customer service indicators of each of the participating organizations. Examples include the extent to which respondents agreed or disagreed that their team produced high-quality products and services and provided a satisfactory level of customer service overall.
Team-level job satisfaction was assessed with Thomas and Tymon's (1994) 4-item measure. The items assessed the extent to which a team's members agreed or disagreed that team members were satisfied with their pay, the promotion opportunities possible, the team's relations with other employees and departments, and the team's current job assignments.
Team-level organizational commitment was assessed using a 3-item measure taken from Shapiro and Kirkman (1999) . The items assessed the extent to which a team's members agreed or disagreed that team members were loyal to their organization, expected to work for the company for a long time, and trusted management.
Team-level team commitment was assessed with a 3-item measure adapted from Shapiro and Kirkman's (1999) organizational commitment scale. The items assessed the extent to which a team's members agreed or disagreed that team members were loyal to each other, expected to work together for a long time, and trusted each other.
Procedures
We used four criteria to select the teams that participated in the study: (1) a minimum team life span of one year, (2) team distinctiveness (that is, the teams had names and clear boundaries existed between teams), (3) varying levels of team effectiveness (that is, some of the teams at each site had to be high on productivity and customer service and others low), and (4) consistent application of the job and organizational characteristics across sites (that is, teams could not have been selected to participate in an empowerment program). A total of 112 teams met the criteria for participation.
We administered surveys to external team leaders to assess antecedents and performance consequences and to team members to assess attitudinal consequences. Facilitators, who administered surveys during scheduled breaks, instructed team members to fill out their surveys on company time, insert completed surveys into supplied envelopes, seal them, and place them in a collection box located in a secure area. The facilitators stated that if any employee wished not to participate, he or she should place the blank survey in the envelope and then the collection box. Facilitators were instructed to leave the room once all instructions had been read and understood. A total of 1,075 surveys returned from 112 teams represented an 85 percent response rate. One team had to be dropped from the study because of an inadequate number of team member responses, leaving a total of 111 teams in all analyses involving aggregated data. A total of 101 leader surveys were returned (a 91 percent response rate).
We used team consensus to assess team empowerment. The first author conducted meetings of approximately 45 minutes each with 98 teams (88 percent of the teams). Some teams could not be interviewed owing to absenteeism or work-related duties. The interviews, which were conducted onsite and on company time in conference rooms, took place no earlier than 3 weeks and no later than 6 weeks after survey completion; the mean time between survey and interview was 5.2 weeks. Each member of the team was given a copy of the 26-item team empowerment measure. The researcher informed each team's members that they must reach consensus on where their team stood on each of the 26 items and that one team member should record the team's answers. Responses were made on a one-to-seven scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree). The researcher read each item and then instructed the team to discuss the item, resolve differences of opinion, and reach consensus. The researcher did not clarify any of the items, instead instructing team members to form their own opinions about the meaning of each item. A total of 868 team members participated (81 percent of all the team members who completed surveys).
RESULTS
We conducted several sets of analyses on the data, including (1) three factor analyses, one for the job and organizational characteristics, one for the team empowerment items, and one for the team performance outcome items,2 (2) reliability checks on the factored scales, (3) interrater agreement checks on the aggregated scales, (4) correlation and multiple regression analyses, to test hypotheses regarding direct relationships, (5) a hierarchical regression analysis, to test for the increased explanatory power of team empowerment beyond autonomy on the team effectiveness outcomes, and (6) a hierarchical regression analysis, to test for the mediating effects of team empowerment (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
Factor Analysis and Correlation Matrix
There were too many job and organizational items (46 in all) to analyze using confirmatory factor analysis (Bentler & Chou, 1987) . In addition, the items were based on a literature review and were exploratory (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997). Thus, we used exploratory factor analysis to assess whether the four antecedents of team empowerment should be kept separate in subsequent analyses (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) . Four factors emerged from a "varimax" rotation with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and explaining a total of 75 percent of the variance. The four factors corresponded to our original theoretical specification (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997). Six items (1 from external leader behavior, 3 from production/service responsibilities, and 2 from team-based human resources policies) failed to load on any factor and were dropped from subsequent analyses. Post hoc analyses of regressions that included these dropped variables demonstrated highly similar results.3
The 26-item measure of team empowerment resolved into four separate factors (under varimax rotation) with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and explaining a total of 91 percent of the variance. The four factors corresponded to our original theoretical specification. One potency item ("My team believes that no job is too tough") did not load on any factor and was subsequently dropped from the analysis. The three performance scales "factored" as expected (varimax rotation) with three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 explaining a total of 92 percent of the variance. Table 2 shows the correlations and reliabilities for the study's variables. Table 2 
Hypothesis Testing
We included organization-level variables in all regression analyses. The results are shown with these variables included.
The multidimensionality of team empowerment. The results of the team empowerment factor analysis supported Hypothesis 1, which states that team empowerment consists of four distinct dimensions. For further support, we examined the correlations between the dimensions, which, contrary to our expectations, were exceedingly high (for meaningfulness and impact, r = .80; for potency and impact, r = .79; and for potency and meaningfulness, r = .69). Thus, given the inability of an exploratory factor analysis to provide more solid evidence for multidimensionality (as might be obtained with confirmatory factor analysis) and the very high correlations between the dimensions, we used a composite measure of team empowerment. Spreitzer (1995) used a similar strategy to measure empowerment at the individual level of analysis and also noted that the high correlations between the dimensions did not provide sufficient evidence for discriminant validity. Thus, overall, Hypothesis 1 received only mixed support.
Job and organizational characteristics. To test the relationship between the job and organizational characteristics and team empowerment, we entered all four characteristics simultaneously into a regression equation as predictors. To check for multicollinearity, we included measures of tolerance (Darlington, 1990) As a check on our assertion that team empowerment explains more variance in team effectiveness than autonomy (i.e., self-management) alone, we entered autonomy as a predictor variable in a hierarchical regression equation in which the six team effectiveness outcomes were criterion variables. In a second step, we entered the team empowerment composite. We found significant changes in R2 for every outcome (productivity, AR2 = .22, p < .001; proactivity, AR2 = .10, p < .001; customer satisfaction, AR2 = .07, p < .001; job satisfaction, AR2 = .02, p < .05; organizational commitment, AR2 = .05, p < .001; team commitment, AR2 = .07, p < .001). Thus, we have some support for the assertion that team empowerment is a more powerful predictor of team effectiveness than self-management alone.
Team empowerment as a mediator. We first created two effectiveness indexes, the first made up of the three team performance variables (productivity, proactivity, and customer satisfaction; a = .86) and the second made up of the team member attitudinal variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and team commitment; a = .90). We created the indexes to simplify what would have been a needlessly complicated mediation analysis involving four predictors, one mediator, and six outcomes, and we maintained consistency with previous team effectiveness models that have de- 
DISCUSSION
Theoretical Implications and Future Research
Our major finding is that highly empowered teams are more effective than less empowered teams. Although some previous research has shown strong productivity effects for self-managing teams, other researchers have reported more modest effects (Goodman et al., 1988) or found none at all (Wall et al., 1986) . Perhaps these studies included both highly empowered and less empowered teams. Our study demonstrated that work teams vary on empowerment (and, consequently, productivity and other outcomes). Such variation could influence the results of a study that simply assessed aggregate productivity effects (e.g., Wall et al., 1986 Third, we found that external leader behavior influenced team empowerment experiences. These findings support previous theoretical arguments for these relationships (Culbert & McDonough, 1986; Cummings, 1978; Denison, 1982) and empirical studies of supervisory empowerment (Burpitt & Bigoness, 1997) and self-management (Manz & Sims, 1987) . Similarly, we found a relationship between production/service responsibilities and team empowerment experiences, a finding that supports previous theoretical work in this area (Cummings, 1978; Hackman, 1987; Manz & Sims, 1993 (Hackman, 1987; Manz & Sims, 1993) . In addition, the fact that the mean we report here for team-based human resources policies is lower than the other antecedents' means (see Table 2 Perhaps what is needed most now in the team effectiveness literature is research that examines empowerment at the individual and team levels simultaneously (see Tesluk et al. [1996] for an example). Manz (1993) suggested that granting teams more empowerment might, in fact, detract from individual levels of empowerment, in that an individual may actually feel less autonomy on a team where decision making and responsibilities have to be shared among team members. Such research could help determine the specific impact of empowerment at multiple levels of analysis and thus identify optimal levels of empowerment at both the individual and team levels (cf. Uhl-Bien & Graen, 1998). We urge more researchers to use the team consensus technique in these future studies. Perhaps future research will also help determine when it is most appropriate to use team consensus and when it might be suitable to use teammember-aggregated ratings.
Team empowerment research should also be conducted on various types of teams, including management teams, project teams, and virtual teams, to determine if the results of our findings with permanent work teams are generalizable (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). Obviously, empowered teams will not be right for every task or work situation. The challenge for work team and empowerment researchers will be to (1) continue moving beyond anecdotal evidence of team success to more rigorous research designs that effectively test both the causes and payoffs of work team empowerment and (2) continue to move beyond self-managing work team models to broaden the conceptualization of work team effectiveness.
Managerial Implications
First, we recommend that managers use the team empowerment scale developed for this research program to assess the teams they lead. Our findings suggest that it is imperative that managers identify those teams with low levels of empowerment and engage in activities designed to raise their levels of empowerment. Managers should take actions in multiple contextual arenas and at multiple levels in their organizations to (1) ensure that team leaders receive training to exhibit appropriate behaviors, such as encouraging teams to solve their own problems and setting high team expectations, (2) increase the production/service responsibilities of teams, such as the production of whole products or the delivery of integrated services, and allow team members to set their own goals, (3) alter human resource policies, for example, increasing the amount of cross-training and training team members to hire and discipline fellow teams, and (4) modify social structures to increase team member access to resources and information and establish more communication and coordination across teams.
Second, there is evidence that the team consensus technique meets more of the theoretical requirements for obtaining team-level data than does the aggregation method and that the former is a superior predictor of team-level outcomes (Kirkman, Tesluk, & Rosen, 1998) . Managers may want to consider the team consensus technique as a viable alternative to collecting team-level data and as a way to overcome the limitations of the aggregation technique.
Limitations
To preclude the questions of causality often begged by cross-sectional studies, in our design we only included organizations in which the relevant job and organizational characteristics (the team empowerment antecedents) were present at the site or organizational level-not team-by-team. As a partial statistical check on whether empowerment practices were uniform within organizations, an analysis of variance was conducted, with organization as the predictor variable and the four job and organizational characteristics as criterion variables. The test statistic (F) was significant for all four of the characteristics, which indicated lower variance within organizations than between organizations. Thus, the empowerment of the teams in our sample cannot have been a function of their relative effectiveness.
A cross-sectional design cannot speak to the possibility that team empowerment experiences are caused by team effectiveness, rather than vice versa. In fact, researchers have suggested that effectiveness and empowerment may be reciprocally related (Spreitzer, 1995) and self-reinforcing (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) at the individual level of analysis. Lindsley, Brass, and Thomas (1995) made the same argument for effectiveness and potency at the team level of analysis. Longitudinal studies are needed to explore these reciprocal effects over time.
Conclusion
Our study adds to the growing body of research that has isolated the effects of work team implementation on organizational effectiveness. We have tried to take a first step with a relatively new construct, team empowerment. In view of our findings, we hope that managers will attempt to create empowerment experiences for their work teams. We also hope that researchers will continue to examine team empowerment and use the team consensus technique to assess important team constructs. More generally, we hope that researchers will keep identifying and assessing the conditions necessary to make work teams optimally effective in organizations.
